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REMARKS/ARGUMENTS 

1. ) Claim Amendments 

The Applicant has amended claims 1, 21 and 23 to more particularly point out 
and distinctly claim the subject matter that Applicant regards as the invention; no new 
matter has been added. Claims 1-26 remain pending in the application. Favorable 
reconsideration of the application is respectfully requested in view of the foregoing 
amendments and the following remarks. 

2. ) Priority 

The Examiner acknowledged Applicant's claim for foreign priority, and the Office 
Action Summary notes that a certified copy of the priority application has been received. 
The Applicant's records, however, do not show that a certified copy of the priority 
application has been submitted. To ensure the accuracy and completeness of the 
application file, Applicant submits herewith a copy of the 1 st page of the certified copy of 
the priority application, European application 03009630-9, filed on April 29, 2003. A 
complete certified copy will be mailed to the USPTO via regular mail. 

3. ) Allowable Subject Matter 

The Examiner objected to claims 4-7 and 14 as being dependent upon a rejected 
base claim, but indicated such claims would be allowable if rewritten in independent 
form, including all of the limitations of the base claim and any intervening claims. The 
Applicant thanks the Examiner for the indication of allowable subject matter. For the 
reasons that follow, however, the Applicant believes the base claim is allowable over 
the cited reference. The Applicant, therefore, elects to not amend those claims to 
independent form. 

4. ) Claim Rejections - 35 U.S.C. §1 02(e) 

The Examiner rejected claims 1-3, 8-13, 15-18 and 20-26 as being anticipated by 
Agin (US 7,016,670). The Applicant traverses the rejections. 
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First, it is to be remembered that anticipation requires that the disclosure of a 
single piece of prior art reveals every element, or limitation, of a claimed invention. 
Furthermore, the limitations that must be met by an anticipatory reference are those set 
forth in each statement of function in a claims limitation, and such a limitation cannot be 
met by an element in a reference that performs a different function, even though it may 
be part of a device embodying the same general overall concept. Whereas Agin fails to 
anticipate each and every limitation of claim 1, claim 1 is not anticipated thereby. 

Claim 1 recites: 

1. A method of determining the quality of a wireless communications 
link on the basis of an encoded signal that is transmitted via the 
communications link and that includes at least two signal portions 
experiencing different states of one or more transmission channels, 
comprising: 

providing individual channel quality values (y K ) for the different 
channel states, and 

determining a quality measure (y e ff) indicative of the link quality by 
averaging the individual channel quality values (yj in the exponential 
domain by applying an exponential function to each individual channel 
quality value (y v ) and averaging the results thus obtained , (emphasis 
added). 

Those skilled in the art will recognize that Agin describes an exponential 
forgetting filter. This is described in column. 7, lines 52 - 63. For a selected channel, 
recent measurements get a high weight while old measurements get a lower weight in 
the average. In contrast, the Applicant's invention calculates an average over different 
channel states in the exponential domain. According to the Applicant's invention, an 
exponential function is applied to each individual quality value, and then an average of 
the results is obtained. This manner of determining a quality measure indicated of a link 
quality if not taught, much less suggested, by Agin. Accordingly, Agin fails to anticipate 
claim 1. 

Whereas independent claims 21 and 23 recite limitations analogous to claim 1, 
those claims are also not anticipated. Furthermore, whereas claims 2-3, 8-13, 15-18 
and 20 are dependent from claim 1; claim 22 is dependent from claims 21; and claims 
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24-26 are dependent from claim 23, and include the limitations of their respective base 
claims, those claims are also not anticipated by Agin. 

5.) Claim Rejections - 35 U.S.C. §1 03(a) 

The Examiner rejected claim 19 as being unpatentable over Agin (US 7,016,670) 
in view of Walton, et al. (US 7,020,110). As established supra, Agin fails to anticipate 
claim 1. Whereas Walton also fails to teach, or suggest, applying an exponential 
function to each individual quality value, and then averaging the results obtained, in a 
method to determine the quality of a wireless communications link, Walton fails to cure 
the deficiencies of Agin. Accordingly, claim 1 would not be obvious over Agin in view of 
Walton. Therefore, whereas claim 19 is dependent from claim 1, and includes the 
limitations thereof, claim 19 is also not obvious over Agin in view of Walton. 



In view of the foregoing amendments and remarks, the Applicant believes all of 
the claims currently pending in the Application to be in a condition for allowance. The 
Applicant, therefore, respectfully requests that the Examiner withdraw all rejections and 
issue a Notice of Allowance for claims 1-26. 

The Applicant requests a telephonic interview if the Examiner has any questions 
or requires any additional information that would further or expedite the prosecution of 
the Application. 



Date: January 2. 2007 
Ericsson Inc. 

6300 Legacy Drive, M/S EVR 1-C-11 
Piano, Texas 75024 
(972) 583-5799 
roger.burleigh@ericsson.com 



CONCLUSION 




Rogei>6. Burleigh 
Registration No. 40,542 
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